200 W. Allegan Street, Suite 300
Plainwell, Michigan 49080-1397 -
Telephone: (269) 685-5181 Fax: (269)685-5223

OONESTOGA-ROVERS ' ' www.CRAworld.com

& ASSOCIAT
August 7, 2014 Reference No. 056394
Ms. Sheila Desai . , ' US EPA RECORDS CENTER Ri
Remedial Project Manager
United States Environmental Protection Agency —Region 5 . ”m”m,m"",”m,"””m

77 West Jackson Boulevard (SR — 6J)
' Chlcago |||InOIS 60604 -3590

Dear Ms. Desal

. Re:  Responsesto U.S. EPA Comments and Feasibility_ Study Report (Revision 2)

‘Former Plainwell, Inc. Mill Property Operable Unit No. 7 -
Allied Paper, Inc./Portage Creek/Kalamazoo River Superfund Slte

Allegan and Kalamazoo County

Conestoga-Rovers &_-Associ_ates_ .(CRA)_has prepared this letter, on behalf of the Weyerhaeuser
NR Company (Weyerhaeuser), in response to the United States Environmental Protection
Agency's (U.S. EPA's) April 11, 2014 comments on the December 23, 2013 Feasibility-Study (FS)
Report (Revision 1) for the former PIalnweII Inc. M|I| Property-(Site) and July 8, 2014

clarification thereon for Specific Comment No. 11.

In addition, as required by Task 7, Feasibility Study in the Statement of Work of the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the former Plainwell, Inc. Mill Property, please find
attached two printed and two electronic copies of the FS Report (Rewsron 2). As discussed on
May 14, 2014, the third prlnted and electronlc copy will be sent directly to Tetra Tech.

- The FS Report was submltted in accordance with the Statement of Work (SOW) for the RI/FS
and the terms of the Consent. Decree for the Desrgn and Implementatron of Certain Response.

Actions at Operable Un|t #4 and the PIamweII Inc Mill Property of the Allied Paper, Inc./Portage
Creek/Kalamazoo River Superfund Slte (Consent Decree), which became effective
February 22, 2005.

' The followmg presents responses to the U.S. EPA's April 11 2014 comments consistent W|th the

FS Report dated December 23, 2013.

Equal
Employment Opportunity .
Employer
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RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #1

R_esponse to EPA General Comment 9 14, 15, 16, 18, 19 and Specific Comment 8. The

. response states that this comment.is no Ionger relevant due to the evaluation of background
conce_ntratlon See Appendix C comments regarding background and revisit comment if

_necessary. '

Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to.address
- only soil-and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implemenitation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. ‘As such, this comment is not appllcable at
this time, as qt relates to groundwater'and will be addressed, if hecessary, in'a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA. '

U.S'. EPA RespOnse.to EPA Comment #2

isponse to EPA General Comment 10. The response states that a discussion of the synthet:c

precipitation leaching procedure (SPLP) analysis and comparison to the Michigan Act 451,

* Part 201 Generic Cleanup Criteria (Part 201) has been included in Section 1.2.4.2, and a
discussion of how groundwater protectlon criteria mcludlng "folled " SPLP results are

“ addressed through the alternatives appears in Section 3.2.1 of the revised FS report. A
discussion of failed SPLP results was included in Section 1.2.4.2 but was not included in
Section 3.2.1 as stated in the response Section 3.2.1 should be revised to include a discussion
'of how groundwater protection criteria lncludlng "falled " SPLP results are addressed through

: 'the alternatlves ' : -

Resgbnse

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. The results of the "failed" SPLP analysis cannot be evaluated.at

o B th|s t|me as they relate to potential impacts to groundwater because, as identified above, the
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groundwater evaluatlon has not been completed. Groundwater will be further evaluated
through the submittal and |mplementat|on of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon

. approval of U.S. EPA..As such, groundwater will be addressed in-a-ES Addendum, if determlned
to be necessary based on the results.of the addltlonal groundwater evaluatlon

: -U. S EPA Response to EPA Comment #3

s .Response to EPA General Comment 20. The response states that requ:red asbestos
abatement is discussed in Section-4.0 of the.revised FS report However, a discussion of .
. ashestos abatement. was not included in Sectlon 4.0as stated in the response.and. should be
a added to the text. :

Response

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1. 3 have been revised to mcIude descrlptlons of pre- excavatlon activities

for each soil alternative, including asbestos abatement: Addltlonal information regarding .-
~asbestos abatement is provided in the detailed notes for each soil alternative cost estimate in
~ Appendlx C, as approprlate : -

- U.S.EPA Response to EF""A Comrnent' #4

&sponse to EPA Spec:flc Comment 4. ThIS comment recommended that the table that was

. provided to EPA and Michigan Department of Environmental Quallty (MDEQ) at the meeting
in Plamwell be added to the FS. The table summarlzed which contammants of concern (COCs)

.' exceeded risk levels (not Just arsenic). A copy of the provided table.i is attached. The majority

' of the mformatlon provided.in the table is listed i in the text in' Section 1.2.5, however the table
is easier to read and understand and also prowdes dlfferent or add:tlonal contributors than -

. what is listed in the paragraph. Why were some of the major contributors not mcluded in the

: Sectlon but mcluded in the table?

" This comment pertams to text presented in Section 1.2.5 of the draft FS report ‘By addressmg

. this comment, the revised FS report inadvertently now contains two sections titled Section

~ 1.2.5 (Contaminant Fate and Transport and Baseline-Human Health Risk Assessment). This
organizational error should be corrected in Section 1.0 and in the table of contents.

Worldwide _Eng_ineei'ing, Environmental, Construction, and IT Services . '
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. Response- :

- Table 1.1 entitled Summary of Target Risk and Hazard:Level Exceedances has been added to the

FS Report (Revision-2). The contents of this table have been compared to the RI Report o
(Revision 2) and previously provided table, as well as the text in the current Section 1.2.6 for
_consistency, and any necessary revisions have been made.

The section entitled Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment has been re-numbered as _
Section 1.2.6 within the text and table of contents of the FS Report'(Revision 2). Addltlonally, '
- the section’ entitled Screehing-Level Eco/oglcal Risk Assessment, previously identified as ©
Section 1.2. 6 has been revised accordingly as Section 1.2.7 within the text and table of

contents of the FS Report (Revision 2). :

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #5

Response to EPA Specific Comment 9. The comment requested the addition of 40 Code of -
Federal Regulations (CFR) 761.61 to Section 2.1 as an applicable or relevant and appropriate.
requirement (ARAR). The response states that the FS report has been’ ‘modified accordingly to

- address the comment; however, the changes do not appear in Section 2.1. Either the.change
descrlbed in the response should be made'in Section 2.1, or further clarlflcatlon is needed as

_ to how this comment was addressed. : - -

- Response

: _Section 2.1 indicates "Potential ARARs and TBCs for the Site are presented-in Table 2.1." The
first Federal regulatlon identified in Table 2.1 is the Toxic Substances Control Act, cntlng -
,'40 CFR 761

u.s. _EPA Response to EPA-Co_mment #6

" Resgonse to EPA Specific Comment 10. This comment discusses the applicability of Toxic -
. Substances Control Act( TSCA) as a chemical-specific preliminary remediation goal (PRG) and
the response prowded in Section 2.2 is unacceptable See Specific Comment 11. -
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.Response

B See Response to Specific Comment #11.

. U.S. EPA Response to E‘PA Comment #7.

Response to EPA Specific Comment 12. The response states that Section 2.3 was revised to
. include implementation of a soil management plan during redevelopment activities. The
- revised FS report briefly mentions a soil management plan in Section 4.1.2. Discussion of a
- soil management plan (as well as most of the other m_formatlon presented in the response to
this comment) was not included in Section 2.3. Section 2. 3 should be revised to mclude the
relevant information provided in the response to thls comment.

Resgonse

Section 2.3 identifies the RAOs that were developed for the Site. RAOs are medium-specific
goals for protecting human health and the environment. In the case of the "visible residuals;"
these materials were sampled during the Rl and did not typically exceed the proposed PRGs;
therefore, it cannot be confirmed based on visual evaluation whether or not observed paper
residuals are impacted at levels that would require mitigation to protect human health and the
environment. In cases where analytical results indicate the "visible residuals” were identified to
exceed PRGs, these locations are inherently included under other proposed RAOs such as
RAO 1.

For this reason and as stated in the agreed response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #12
prowded in the December 23, 2013 response to comment document, is it proposed that these
materials, if ent_;ountered be addressed through the use of a Soil. Management Plan during,
redevelopment activities at the Site to ensure that any modifications below ground surface are
done consistent with the remedial approach selected for the Site. .In general, residuals would
be addressed in a similar manner to other fill materials encountered at the Site; the- materials -
would need to be segregated, characterized and properly disposed off-Site at an approprlate

* disposal facility based on the characterization results or placed back in similar areas to where
they were removed (i.e., srmllar depths and locations) if the concentrations are below the
cleanup criteria.
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Given that there is not an identified mitigation required for these materials to protect human
health and the environment, beyond those already addressed through the other RAOs, a RAO
specificto ' 'visible residuals” has not been developed or included in Section 2.3. Instea'd,
information provided in the December 23, 2013 response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment
#12 has been incorporated into Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3, as appropriate, to identify measures.
taken to address the RAOs during the implementation of the proposed alternatives. As an
additional RAO has not been developed, modification to Section 2.3 has not been made.

U.S. EPA RespOnse to EPA Comment‘ #8

Response to EPA Specific Comment 19. The response states that specific information’
regardmg ICs is presented in Sectioni 4.1 of the revised FS report. This response is mlsleadmg
because Section 4.1 refers only to Table 4.1 (IC matrix), and does not discuss or summarize ICs.
A discussion or summary of ICs should be provided in Section 4.1. For more mformatlan onICs

. see EPA guidance: "Institutional Controls: A Guide to Planning, lmplementmg, Mamtammg, '
and Enforcing Institutional Controls at Contammated Sltes " December 2012, OSWER

, -9355 0-89, EPA-540-R-09-001

Resgonse

- Section 4.1 has been modified to include a summary of proposed Institutional Controls (ICs). -
Addltlonally, consistent with U.S. EPA'Specific Comment #50, separate Institutional Control

_ Matrices have been prepared with additional details for each retained Soil-Remedial Aiternative

- and are presented in Tables 4.2.A through 4.2.G.

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #9

Response to EPA Specific Comment 29. The response states that the reference to containment
systems has been removed in the revised FS report. Section 5:3.3 (top of page 182 of the
revised FS report) states that long-term effectlveness and permanence of all other
alternatlves (other than no action) depend on the. design, operation, maintenance,: and.

- monitoring of the containment systems, and on compllance with ICs. Because only soil .

' “alternative 2 mcludes on-site containment, it is still not clear to what containment system soil
alternative 3 refers. Either the text should be revised to cIarlfy thls matter, or the words "aII
other alternatives” should be revised accordingly.
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Response

Section 5.3.3 has been revised te identify that only Soil RemediaI‘Alternatives 2B and 2C include
a containment system.

U.S. EPA Regon_se to EPA Comment #10

Response to EPA Speciﬁc tomment 30. The response states that a discussion comparing costs
“(including operation and maintenance [O&M)] costs) is incorporated in Section 5.3.7 of the
. revised FS report -A discussion of these costs was not included-in Sectlon 5.3.7 and should be
' prowded S e

Resgonse o

Section 5 3 7 has been revnsed to mcIude adiscussion companng the soil aIternatlve costs as -
' detalled in Table 5.1and Appendlx C. : '

REPORT GENERAL COMMENTS

u.s. EPA Reporf 'Gehe'ral Comment #1

The Part7 Cleanup Cnterla Rules were rescinded on December 31, 2013 Taking their place
are new cleanup criteria rules, numbered from 299.1 to 299. 50, which became effectlve on

' December 30, 2013. Some groundwater-and soil cleanup criteria and screening levels have
changed as: compared to the previous September 28, 2012 release of these tables under the
Part 7 rules. Please update the FS accordmgly :

Worldwide Engineeriﬁg, Environmental, Construction, and IT Services
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- Response

- The FS Report (Revision 2) has been updated to include a comparison of soil samples collected

. during the pre-Rl,.RIl, and additional Rl activities and the analytical results therefrom against the
Generic Residential and Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria and Screening Levels established in
Part 7 of Administrative Rules, effective December 30, 2013, pursuant to Part 201,
Environmental Remediation, 1994 PA 451 as amended (Part 201).

U.S: EPA Report General Comment #2

The FS tefv_(t refers to an iterative approach to arsenic remediation and states that soil
verification sampling will accord with Michigan Part 201 requirements in "Sampling

. Strategies and Statistics Training Materials for Part 201 Cleanup Criteria" as applicable.
Although additional information is presented in Appendix A, the FS text does not describe or
explain the term "iterative approach.” The text should explain the term “jterative approac
and how the approach will be implemented. In addition, the text'should state that soil
verification sampling will comply with requirements specified in the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources' (MDNR) Verification of Soil Remediation: (Revision 1) guidance as
applicable, and a complete reference to the guidance should be provided.

Response

A discussion regarding describing the "iterative approach" has been added to Secﬁons 4.1.2
and 4.1.3.

.The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to indicate that soil verification sampling will be
con’_d_y_cte_d in accordance with applicable regulations and guidance documents regarding
sampling methodology, as required, to meet the PRGs. In instances where the iterative
approach will be implemented, soil verification samples will be collected in accordance with
applicable regulations and guidance documents regarding sampling methodology, as required,
to meet the specified PRG. '

Consistent with the MDEQ-Remediation and Redevelopment Division (RRD) Interim Final

Operational Memorandum #4 Site Characterization and Remediation Verification (MDEQ,

2006), the Sampling Strategies and Statistics Training Materials for Part 201 Cleanup -Criteria '
(MDEQ, 2002)(S*TM) was incorporated by reference. Sections 1.3 and 2.3 of the S3TMj provide
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for the verification of remediation of small areas (i.e., less than 10,890 ft’ or Y-acre) and
medium (i.e., %-acre to 3 acres) to large areas (i.e., greater than 3 acres), respectively. The
subject matter in the _afore'-referénced MDNR document (MDNR, 1994) was incorporated into
the S°TM and updated as necessary to meet current regulatory requirements (e.g., the VSR was
prepared under former Act 307 and the S*TM was prepared under Michigan Act 451, Part 201),
with the S>TM supplanting the VSR, as described on page 1.4 of the S>TM.

U.S. EPA Report Géner_al Comment #3

In several places.in the revised FS (Sections 3.1.2, 3.3, 4.1.4, 5.2.4, 5.2.5 and other relevant

. Sections, Tables, and Figures), it mentions monitored natural attenuation (MNA) or that the
contaminants will attenuate naturally. If MNA is to be considered as a remedy at the site, it
needs to follow EPA guidance on MNA.and demonstrate that it can be achieved before being
selected as a remedy or even bemg included as a viable remedial alternative. How will the
contaminants be reduced by MNA? A__tlered analysis needs to be conducted to determine if
MNA is a viable option. EPA has not seen any evaluation of MNA as a viable remedy for this
site. .If MNA is to be considered as a viable remedy then it needs to be demonstrated that the
contaminants will actUaIIy attenuate in a reasonable timeframe. A discussion on how MNA is
appropriate for the site would need to be included in the FS. Some of the guidances for MNA
are: "Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and
Underground Storage Tank Sites," Aprrl 1999: -Final OSWER Directive, Publication
EPA/540/R-99/009, "Monitored Natural Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground
Water Volume 1 - Technical Basis for Assessment" October 2007. National Risk Management

. Research Laboratory (NRMRL), Cincinnati, Ohio, Publication EPA/600/R-04/027 "Monitored

Natural Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground Water- Volume 2 - Assessment for
Non-RadlonucIldes Including Arsenic, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Nickel, Nitrate,.
Perchlorate, and Selenium", October 2007, National Risk Management Research Laboratory
(NRMRL), Cincinnati, Ohio, Publication EPA/600/R-07/140

Response

Based on dlscu55|ons with the u.s. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal .
and |mplementat|on of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon‘approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the ad'dition'allg"roundWater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
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this time, as it.relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a- FS Addendum
_submltted to U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #4

In Sectlons 4.1,4.1.5, and any other relevant sectron/table in the document, the groundwater

o alternatlves have been revised to include (1) no action and (2) institutional controls (IC). The

text in the fifth paragraph on Page 166 states: "Natural attenuation of COCs would likely -
occur. Groundwater monitoring will be peljformed at the Site to evaluate and document the
natural degradation of lmpacts from COCs across the site."” - Based-on this statement, the title
of Alternative 2 should be revised to "institutional controls and monitored natural

" attenuation” because monitoring will be conducted to evaluate and document natural.
degradation of site contaminants. See General Comment 3 regarding MNA. Note that for
remedies, ICs and groundwater monitoring with source removal is a different remedy than

- ICs, MNA, and source removal. It is not clear in the FS if the remedles are refernng to the

. former or the latter or both.

Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been.modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal- - -
*and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of. U.S. EPA. Assuch,
groundwater will be'addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in'a FS Addendum -
submitted to U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #5

' Each alternative should have one figure of the entire site with the conceptual excavatlon .
areas.located on them and then be broken out into. more detailed figures by redevelopment
area such as seen in Figures 3.1-3.40. Recommend adding a ﬂgure with the conceptual
excavatlon areas for the entire site for each alternative as weII .
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Response

-. Figures 'id'entifyih_g_the conceptual excavation areas by Soil Remedial Alternative for the entire
Site are provided on Figure 3.1 (Soil Remedial Alternatives 2A and 3A), Figure 3.12 (Soil
Remedial Alternatives 2B and 3B); Figure 3.23 (Soil _Rem'ediaI.Alterriatives 2C and 3C), and
Figure 3:34 (Soil Remedial Alternatives 2D and 3D) of the FS Report (Revision 2). Figures

" detailing the conceptual excavatlon .extents for each. redevelopment area follow the overall Site
figures identified above for each set of alternatives.

us. EPA.Report General Comrrient #6 : o o ‘

. For Alternatlves 2A and 3A, it is not clear whether you are excavatlng to.land use criteria or
| resrdentlal criteria. (Sectlons 3.2. 1,4.1.2,4.1.3,5.2.2, 5.2.3, etc.). Please. cIarlfy in the text;

' Response

Soil Remedial Alternatlves 2A and 3A are based on Part 201 Generic Resndentlal CIeanup
. Criteria.. The FS Report (Revision 2) has.been modified for clarification.

- U.S. EPA Report General Comment #7

Itis also not clear what the dlfference is between Part 201 Generic Res:dentlal and )
Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria and Part. 201 Generic Cleanup: Criteria. If you are referrlng to
the same cleanup criteria, use one terminology and be consistent throughout The more :
specific "Part 201 Generic Residential and No_n-Res_:dentlaI Cleanup.Criteria" is preferred..

Response

The FS Report’ (ReVI5|on 2) has been revised to specnfy "Part 201 Generic Residential and
" Non- Resndentlal Cleanup Crlterla "as appropriate. :
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U.S. EPA Report General Comment #8

In the Fs, various COCs were not carried through the FS and correspondmg PRGs are not

Ilsted and no discussion is given.’ For-instance, there are exceedances shown'in Section 1. 2.4
of chromiumi in groundwater and a human health risk for chromium yet there is no dlscussmn :
why there is no PRG for chromium in the FS and- why it was ehmmated The same goes for
various other COCs in the FS. - A section on.COCs carried through the FS should be present. The
section should discuss any COC that is eliminated and the justlflcatlon as to why it was

' eIlmmated

Response

'_I'h_e FS Report (Revision 2)-has been modified at-the end of Section 1.2.4.2 regarding COCs
identified in soil based on comparison-to the updated Part 201 Generic Residential and
Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria (see Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #1), and a

" discussion on the rationale for inclusion for evaluation in the FS. The COCs listed in

Sectlon 1.2.4.2 have been carrled forward to provide PRGs in Sectlon 2.2.

Given the fact that the FS Report '(Revision 2) has been modified to_address only soil and soil
alternatives; groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary.
As such, the portions of this comment related to groundwater are not applicable at this time.

;

|U.S. EPA Report General Comment #9

If genéiic Part 201 Groundwater Surface Water Interface (GSl) criteria are exceeded, a mixing
~zone evaluation needs to be conducted and included in the FS. Weyerhaeuser needs to work
~ with MDEQ to develop a site-specific mixing zone-based criterion. This crlterlon would then

" be mcorporated into the FS.

- Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated thiough the submlttal

- and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U. S EPA. As. such
'groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based. on the .

~ results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
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this t|me as it relates to- groundwater and will be addressed, if | necessary, in a FS Addendum -
submitted to U.S. EPA ' - : _

~U.S. EPA Rebort General Comment #10

“Sections 4.1.2'and 4.1.3 and 4.1.4'lack a discussion on how the Remedial Action Objectives -

: (RAOs) are.met. For example, what are you doing to mlt:gate the potential for.erosion of soil
to the KaIamazoo -River and Mill Race. per RAO 5? An explanatlon of how each RAO is met by

 the alternative is needed . :

Resg"‘onse '

.Sectlons 4 1.2 and 4.1.3 have been revised to.include:a dlscussmn on how each RAO presented
s achleved by each of the sonl alternatlves

: Based on dlscu55|ons W|th the U S EPA, the FS Report (Rewsuon 2) has been mOdIerd to. address
only'soil and soil alternatlves Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
~ and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work: Plan upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such
_ 'groundwater will.be addressed.in a:FS; Addendum; if determined to be necessary based on the
~ results of the additional groundwater evaluatlon As such, this comment is not.applicable at
: th|s tinie, as it relatesto. groundwater and WI|| be addressed if necessary, in a.FS Addendum
submitted to.U. S. EPA. As such, the. portlon of thls comment related fo. groundwater
(i. e, revision to Sectlon 4.1. 4) |s not appllcable at this time.

R ..
.

| U.S".',_EPA».Repor't-_General COmment #11
" RAO 6 is not dddr'es_sed-in the FS. The FS needs to discuss how,this,RA_-O is achieved.
B Resg' onse

Based on dlscussmns W|th the u. S EPA, the FS Report (ReV|5|on 2) has been modlfled to- address
only soil.and 50|I alternatives.’ Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
'_,and |mplementat|on of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan upon approval of U. S EPA As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a.FS Addendum |f determmed to be necessary based on the

' -'results of the additional groundwater evaluatlon As such, this comment is not applicable at
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this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, inaFS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA. -

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #12

~ The'individual analysis of the alternatives in:Section 5.2 lacks details. This section needs to
follow Section 6.2.3 of EPA's RI/FS Guidance. The guidance provides a.series of questions that

~_should be answered for each criterion. Several of thie questions were not-answered in Section

- 5.2 of the FS for the alternatives. The section should be revised accordingly ‘Some (not all)
examples from the Alternative 2 series are listed below. Please ensure the guidance is
followed forall alternatives. :

e Section 5.2.2, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment, Page 172.: Need

" to describe how site risks posed through each pathway are being addressed by the FS are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engmeermg, orICs. Each pathway
is'not discussed. Does it meet RAOs? Why is it protectlve?

e Section 5.2.2, Compllance with ARARs, Page 173. The detailed analysis should summarize
" which requireménts are applicable or relevant and approprlate to an alternative and
- describe how the alternative meets these requ:rements When an ARAR is not met, the
" basis for justifying one of the six waivers allowed under CERCLA (see Section 1.2.1.1)
. ‘should be discussed. Compliance with chem:cal-spec:flc, location-specific, and -
action-specific ARARs needs to be addressed for each alternative. The actual
 determination of which requirements are appllcable or relevant and appropriate is made
by the lead agency in consultation with the support agency. A summary of these ARARs
-and whether they will be: attalned by a specific alternative should be presented inan
appendlx to the FS report

- Section 5.2.2, Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence, Page 173. Magmtude of residual
risk and adequacy and reliability of controls were not addressed. See RI/FS Guidance.
: AIso, see Table 6 1 of gu:dance for questlons that should be addressed under thls crltenon.

. Sectlon 5.2.2, Short-term Effectiveness, Page 174. See RI/FS Guidance and assoc:ated
~ table of questions to be addressed. This sectlon mentions that risks to the commumty can
be mmgated through dust control, but it is not clear If itis referrmg to dust durlng
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: transpor_'tdtio_n'or construction. It also does not discuss how you plan to control dust
-during construction and transportation. Environmental impacts were not addressed.

e Section 5.2.2, Implementability, Page 174. See RI/FS Guidance and associated table of
~ questions to be addressed; Technical feasibility (construction and operation, reliability of
technology, ease of. undertaking additional remedial action, monitoring tonsideratidns), '
-administrative feasibility, avallablllty of services and materials all need to be. addressed
per the gu:dance

' e Section 5 2. 2 Cost, Page 174. See RI/FS Guidance. Discuss accuracy of costs and cost
sensitivity. List where the detailed information is located.

" Responsé:

The individual analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been
_revised to include additional discussion regarding the overall protection of human health and
the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence, shdrt-term
effectiveness, |mplementab|hty, and cost consistent with Section 6.2.3 of the Guidance for
* Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988) as
appllcable to Site and alternatlve condltuons

u.S. EPA Report GeheraI.COmment #13

Cost mformatlon for Alternatlves 2A and 2D were eliminated. It is'not: clear why they were
eliminated-or-how the alternatlves did not:meet the.Part 201 ARAR. The "No Action”
"alternatlve dld not-meet ARARs and yet was included in Table 5.1 and Appendix-D. It i: is not,

- clear whether these alternatives are discussed.in the detailed analys:s of alternatlves or the
comparatlve analysis of alternatives. The reasons why they are hot a "viable" option should
be discussed in these sections. The cost mformat:on for these alternatlves should be included
in the cost table and Appendlx D.

Resgonse

| 'Additional di_scussib'ﬁ_ha_s:b,éen _a”dded to Section 4.2 regarding the effectiveness,
implementability and cost of each soil remedial alternative for clarification-on which -

Worldwide Engineering, Environmental, Construction, and IT Services



CONESTOGA-ROVERS
- & ASSOCIATES

August 7, 2014 - ' Reference No. 056394"
-16 -

alternatives are retained for detailed analysis in Section 5.0. Soil remedial alternatives that- are '
not retained for detailed or comparative analysis are not included in Table 5.1 or Appendix C.

- Soil Remedial Alternatives 2A and 2D were not retained because consolidation of materials
on-Site would exceed the proposed cleanup levels associated with these alternatives;
therefore, implementation of Alternatives 2A and 2D would not meet the cleanup-objectives..

U.S. EPA REPORT SPECIFIC COMMENTS

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #1

' Section 1.2.2.4, Page 9, Paragraph 5. There is a typographical error in the first word of the -
paragraph: it should be "Additives."

Response

The FS Report (Revision 2) has-been modified to correct the typographical error.

u.s. EPA Report Specific Comment #2

Section 1. 2 2.4, Page 9 and 10, Paragraph 6. Hazardous Substances Wastewater SIudge -

Delete the last sentence in thls paragraph -'Fhe-U.S.—EPA—s—Ieshmsel—and—Pmeeduml _

Rationale: Seed0 CFR 761:61(a)(4) which défines polychlarinatea 'b‘iphenyl (PCB) bulk
remediation waste to include "PCB sewage sludge, and industrial sludges:"

Resgonse

The exclusion of the potential PCBs within the wastewater sludge is related to the dates during
which the process geneia_ting the potentially PCB-impacted wastewater sludge occurred and

o not the nature of the material. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, paper that was de-inked and

recycled at the Mill may have included carbonless copy paper containing PCBs and inks
containing heavy metals. De-inking was discontinued at the Mill in 1963. It is Weyerhaeuser's
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position that based on the dates when the de- mkmg process operated at the Mill, that the
waste materials containing PCBs generated during the de -inking are not regulated under TSCA.

U.S. EPA Report Specific'Comment #3 : : S
\
Sectlon 1.2.3. 2, Page 11, Regional and-Site Hydrology. Prowde the Iocatlon of the water table
at the site in this section. Provide mformatlon on the shallow aqurfer .The shallow aqulfer is
~ the location of the groundwater contamination at the site yet very: little detail about this
: aqulfer is discussed. Thrs section should mclude at Ieast the followmg

' aquifer(s) a_ﬂ’ected or th_reatened by s'ite contamination
types-of geologic. materials- o '
K approx:mate depths -
whether aqulfer is confined or unconf' ned -
surface and subsurface features (e. g ., number and volume. of tanks, lagoons, structures,
. .and drums at the slte)
] groundwater flow directions within edch aquifer and between aquifers and groundwater
- discharge Iocatlons (e.g., surface waters, wetlands, other aqurfers)

° llnterconnectlon between surface contammatlon (e. g., soils, surface water/sediments) and
: groundwater contammatron

e ‘any groundwater modéls used :and assum'ptions.

Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address .
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and |mplementat|on of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed ina FS Addendum if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the addltlonal groundwater evaluation. As such, the majorlty of this comment is'not
applicable at this time, as it relates to groundwater and quI be addressed if necessary, in a FS
Addendum submitted to U.S. EPA.

_ The FS Report (Revusron 2) has been modlfled to include additional information available at this
© time that is applicable to the to the soil remedial alternatives. The additional information that
is being requested regarding Site hydrogeology and hydrology is only necessary for the
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evaluation of. groundwater remedial alternatives, if reqmred and Wl|| be obtained and
presented in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #4

- Section 1.2.3.4, Page 13, Current and Past. Groundwater Use in the Mill Area. This section

discusses potable and. non-potable water at the site. What is the dlstmctlon between potable
" and non-potable water? -If it is non-potable, why and how is it classified as non-potable?

'MDEQ considers all groundwater at the site to be a potential source of potable water. If
there is no promulgated State cIass:fIcatlon, see EPA guidance on groundwater classification:
"Guidelines for Ground-Water Classification Under the [1984] EPA Ground-Water Protection .
Strategy, Final Draft," November, 1986, Office of Ground-Water Protection Publication
EPA/440/6-86-007, NTIS Order Number PB88-229067. Unless the groundwater at the site can
be classified as non-potable based on the criteria described in this guidance: document the
ant:c:pated beneficial use of the aquifer would be as a drinking water source.

Response

‘Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum if determined to be necessary based on the
_results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, the majority of this comment is not
applicable at this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed if necessary; in a FS
Addendum submitted to U.S. EPA.

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to include additional information available at this
time related to the groundwater use at the Site. based on the above requested items. It should
be noted that the intent of this section is to describe the current and historical groundwater

. use at the Site and not intended to classify the groundwater for current or future use.
Additional information regarding groundwater classification at the Site will be presented to the
extent it is required, in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary.
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #5

Section 1.2.3.4, Page 13, Current.and Past Groundwater Use in the Mill Area. This section
discusses several wells located on the site. What will happen to these wells? Will they.be
‘abandoned or continued to be used how they are used now? The FS does not discuss what
will happen to these wells yet .dlscusses a groundwater use restriction on-Site; though the FS
does not go into details on what that restriction will be nor does it detail how these wells will
be affected.: Table 4.1 does mention that no water-supply wells will be installed to prohibit
~ drinking water though does not dISCUSS the existing wells at the site and whether they can
- continue'to be used. If these wells plan to be abandoned, then state that in the FS. If they are
not going to- be abandoned and plan to continue to be used as "fire wells" or other purposes,
those purposes should be.documented and an IC would need to be in place regardmg their-
intended use and restrlctmg their use as drmkmg water wells. -

Response

Based on discussions'with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. ‘Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
~and implementation. of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will-be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additionai groundwater evaluation. As such, the majority of this comment is not
applicable at this tirhe, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS

~ Addendum submitted to U.S. EPA. ‘

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to include additional information available at this
 time related to the status of the wells at the Site based on the above requested items.
Additional information regarding groundwater classification at the Site will be presented in a FS
Addendum, if determinéd.to be necessary.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #6

‘Section 1.2.4.2, Page 105, Nature and Extent of Contamination. How deep is the groundwater
contamination? The éection lists the depth of the vertical profiling but not for the monitoring
wells. The vertical profiles show groundwater exceedances as deep as 42 feet below ground
surface (bgs). :
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Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
~only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the sdbrhitt__al
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to-be necessary based.on the -
results of the additiohal groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and.will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum -

~ submitted to U.S. EPA. :

. 'U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #7

Section 1.2.4.3, Page 120, Previous Response Action. The consent decree defmes the Slte as
the former mill property up to the top of the bariks. Do the boundaries of the northern -

. 'response areas of the mill property (residential area 1, 2, 3, 4 mixed resrdent:al/commercral
area 2 and commercial area 4, extend up to the top of the banks along the Kalamazoo River?
The maps seem to simply correspond to the redevelopment area and don't seem to indicate
‘that the property for response action could.extend to the top of the bank. ‘The maps should _
clearly indicate that the response action will apply to the property to the top of the banks of .
the Kalamazoo River. '

R'esgonse

_ The boundaries of the northern response areas of the Site (i.e., Residential Areas 1 to 4, Mixed

Residential/Commercial Area 2, and Commercial Area 4) extend to the top of the bank of the -

Kalamazoo River and/or the Mill Race. The top of the bank will be defined/surveyed during the
Pre-Design Investigation (PDI) activities on Site. The FS Report (Revision 2) figures have been

~ revised to include a notation identifying that the property and redevelopment area boundarles
along the Kalamazoo River and Mill Race extend to the top of bank.

U.S. EPA 'Report Specific' Comment #8

) 3 Section 1.2.4. 2, Page 16, Paragraph 4. "Slte Wide Historical Fill Materlal (Portions of All
Redevelopment Areas)". How do the paragraphs listed below the title relate to the title?
- How do you know the exceedantces are all fill related? There is no proof provided that the
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exceedances are related to flII If you are assuming that it lS related to fill, then the
assumptlon needs to be stated. .

' Resgonse

Additional available information regardingthe Site-wide historical fill material and any related
~assumptions made have been incorporated in Section.1.2.4.2 of the FS Report (Revision 2).

U.S. EPA Report Sgeciﬁc Comment #9 -

 Section 2.1, Pages 139-140, Paragraph 4. 1° and 9" bullets: Delete reference to Part 31 -

- statutory and admmlstratlve requ:rements (Mlchlgan Compiled Laws [MCL] 324.1201-1221,
MCL 324.2101-2195 etc). Part 31 would be-an ARAR for the Site. Forexample, groundwater
venting from the site would be r_equiréd to meet GSI criteria.

Response

The specific references under-the 1" and 9" bullets are related to those portions of Part:31 that
"set chemical-specific standards to discharge any pollutant from a point source to the waters of :
the United States" and "rules regarding water and wastewater provisions for the '

_non- degradatlon of groundwater quallty and uses of groundwater and have been deleted.

Based on dlscussmns W|th the U. S EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modlfled to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal .
-and |mplementat|on of an'Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval -of U.S. EPA. As such
groundwater will be addressed.in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at.
“this time, as it relates to groundwater. and will be addressed, if: necessary,: inaFS Addendum .
.submltted to U.S. EPA. As such, this comment is not appllcable at this time, as it relates to the
dlscharge of groundwater to surface water. :

U.S. EPA Report— Specific’ Comment‘#lo :

Section 2. 2I Page 141, Paragragh 7. The paragraph states "The PRGs for each chemical of
concern (COC), in each medlum of concern, for each pathway to be addressed w:thln each
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redevelopment area for human health, with the exception of human direct
contact/lngestlon/lnhalatlon exposure to soil impacted with arsenic;, dre the Part 201 Generic
Res:dentlal or-Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria, as applicable based on the anticipated future '
land use of the redevelopment area." ' Then later in the section it states "The PRGs for human
direct contact/lngestlon/rnhaIatron exposure to soil impacted with arsenic are the
Srte-spec:frc risk-based concentrations (RBCs)." Based on the alternatives proposed the "A"
and 'B" alternatrves both have the PRGs for arsenic based on Part 201, and only the "C" and
"D" alternatives are the site-specific risk-based concentrations. Please clarify this section.

Response

The FS Report (Rewsnon 2) has been modified for each Soil Remedial Alternative Sub- Serles to
provide furthér clarification on the PRGs utilized during the development. of the SO|I Remedial
AIternatlves as appropriate based on the alternative.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #11

-"Section.2.2, Page 143, Paragraph 1. Delete this 'paragraph and replace with the foIIoWing:

Under 40 C.F.R. § 761.50(b)(3), PCB remediation waste is "regulated for cIeanup and dlsposal
in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 761.61. " 40 C.F.R. § 761.3 defines PCB remediation waste as
"waste containing PCBs as a result of a spill, release, or other unauthorized disposal ... at any

. concentration from a source not authorized for use. under TSCA." PCB remediation waste
includes "environmental media contammg PCBs, such as soil and gravel, dredged. materials,
such as sediments, settled sediment fines; and aqueous decantate from sediment.” 40.C.F.R. §
761.61(a)(4) defines "bulk PCB remediation waste" to include "soil, sediments, dredged -

' materials, muds, PCB sewage sludge, and industrial sludges."” Specifically, TSCA regulations :
found at 40 C.F. R. §761. 61(c) allows for a risk-based method for cleanup or disposal of PcB
remediation waste. when EPA fmds that that the method will not pose an unreasonable. rlsk of

"~ injury to human health and the environment. The alterndatives may achieve the TSCA ARAR by

meeting the TSCA clednup levels in 40 CFR 761. 61 set forth in the Table below, whlch have '

been selected as PCB PRGs for the Site:
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Medium - Pathway "~ PCBPRG
' . High Occupancy : w
S o Residential : 1.0 mg/kg
Soils .. ..Human .H.‘{.a’;th Hrgh Occupancy with = ' |
A " cap ) : . 1-10 mg/kg®
'Iflesidential o o .'1l.OImg/kg"
High Occupancy with =
_ : o . cap ' . 1-10 mg/kg®
Subsurface Soils ~ Human Health
‘Groundl_drater_ | : Groundwater—Surface Water Interface . 02ug/Nt
Notes

- °Based-on hrgh occupancy cleanup IeveI (wrthout cap restrrctron) set forth in 40C.F.R. §
© 761.61(a)(4) : : :

bBased on 40 C.F.R. 761. 61(a)(4) with restrictive covenant maintaining a cap if contamination
* remains between l1and 10 See sectron 40 CFR 761. 61 (a)(7) for cap- requirements.

“The groundwater crrterra protectrve of surface water is a PRG where the GSlis present (MCL

324. ZOIZOe and Part 31).
mg/kg mrllrgrams per krlogram, ug/L mrcrograms per liter, N/A not appIrcabIe

Resgonse

o ‘The FS' Report (Rewsron 2) has been modified as described below to address the above

. comment.. Itis Weyerhaeuser S oplnlon that the information provided below is more reerctlve

" ofthe dlscussmns that have occurred between Weyerhaeuser and the U.S. EPA subsequent to
the issuance of the’ Aprll 11 2014 comments on the FS Report (Revision 1). '

Chemlcal speC|f|c PRGs we're selected for PCBs for soil samples consistent with the TSCA
Cleanup Levels for Bulk PCB Remedlatlon Waste in High Occupancy Areas set forth in 40 CFR
761 61(a)(4)(|)(A) : :
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PCB remedlatlon waste is defined in 761.3 as ' waste containing PCBs.as a result of a spill,

release or other unauthorized dlsposal at the following concentrations: Materials disposed of
- prior to April 18, 1978, that are currently at concentrations >50 ppm PCBs, regardless of the”
concentratlon of the original sp|II materials which are currently at any volume or concentratlon
where the orlglnal source was >500 ppm PCBs beginning on April 18, 1978, or >50 ppm. '
~ beginningon July 2, 1979; and materials which are currently at any concentration if the. PCBs
are spilled or released from a source not authorized for use under this part. PCB remediation
waste means soil, rags, and other debris generated as a result of any PCB sp|II cleanup,
including, but not limited to: '

'('1)' Environmental media containing PCBs, such are soil and gravel; dredged materials, such as
sediments, settled sediment fines, and aqueous decantate from sediment.

(2) Sewage sludge containing < 50 ppm PCBs and not in use according to §761.20(a)(4); PCB

' sewage sludge; commercial or industrial sludge 'contaminated as a result of a spill of PCBs
including sludges located in or removed from any pollution control device; aqueous
decantate from an industrial sludge.

(3) Buildings and other man-made structures (such as concrete floors, wood floors, or. walls
* contaminated from a leaking PCB or PCB-Contaminated Transformer) porous surfaces,
. and non-porous surfaces.”

It should be noted that based on avallable information, in the Iate 1950s and earIy 19605 paper
that was de-inked and recycled at the Mill may have mcIuded carbonless copy paper contammg
PCBs. De- |nk|ng was discontinued at the Millin 1963. Itis Weyerhaeuser s position that based
- on the dates when’ the de-inking process operated at the Mill, that the waste materials-
containing PCBs generated durlng the de-inking are not regulated under TSCA. However, - _
Weyerhaeuser will use U.S. EPA's risk- based remediation guidance for PCB-containing materlals
in assessing’ cleanup levels for the Site. :

The cleanup'levels specifed in 40 CFR 761.61(a)(4) are applicable to bulk PCB remediation

. waste, whlch is defined in 40 CFR 761. 61(a)(4)(i) as "Bulk PCB remediation waste includes; but is

_ not limited to, the foIIowmg non-liquid PCB remediation waste: soil, sediments, dredged
materrals, muds, PCB sewage sIudge, and mdustrlal sludge." :

| The default cleanup levels for bulk PCB remedlatlon waste in High Occupancy Areas are defined
in 40 CFR 761.61(a)(4)(i)(A) as "...< 1 ppm-without further conditions. High occupancy areas
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where blulk-PCB-.'remediati'on \)\(aste remains at concentrations > 1. ppm_and < 10 ppm shall be
covered with a cap méeting the requirements of paragraphs (a)(7) and (a)(8) of this section.”

Table 2.3.in the FS Report (Revision 2) presents the TSCA Cleanup Levels for Bulk PCB
Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas PRGs for soil.

-~ 40 CFR 761.61(c) allows for a risk-based approach for sampling, cleanup, or disposal of bulk PCB

" remediation waste if U.S. EPA "finds that the.method will not pose an unreasonable risk of
injury to health or the environment." Weyerhaeuser utilized a risk-based approach,as =

~ described in Appendix.A of the FS Report (Revision 2), to develop Site-specific risk-based criteria
(RBCs) for PCBs for residential and commercial receptors. The RBCs were developed based on a
10° target cancer risk level and a hazard quotient of 1.0 and are 2.5 mg/kg for residential -
receptors and 9.1 mg/kg for commercial worker (most restrictive non-residential receptor)
receptors.

The RBCs for:PCBs were developed using-a similar approach used in development of the RBCs
for arsenic presented in the FS Report (Revision 1) and discussed in detail in Appendix A of the.
FS Report (Revision 2). However, one key difference in the approach that was used to develop

- the RBCs for PCBs'was the use of age-adjusted ingestion and dermal factors that are consistent
with the approach applied by MDEQ inthe development of the Part 201 Generic: Cleanup
Criteria (adjusting ingestion and dermal intake rates based on age was not an approach applied
in the Human Health Risk Assessment in the RI Report or used in the development of the . -
arsenic RBCs). It is common to see federal and state agencies apply age-adjusted ingestion and
dermal factors.in the development of criteria using a risk-basédl:approach and this approach
represents a further refinement of the risk-based approach used for arsenic in the FS Report..
Consideration was given to applying this approach (using age-adjusted intake factors) in the
development of the RBCs for arsenic; however, given that U.S. EPA has already been in general
agreement with the approach CRA used in developing the RBCs for arsenic, the approach used
in the development of the RBCs for arsenic was not modified. Please refer to Appendix A of the

- FS Report (Revision 2) for a detailed summary of the approached used to develop RBCs for

~ arsenic and PCBs.

u.s. E_PA Report Specific Co:i'_nm'ent #12

Sec_tioh 2.2.2, Page 144, Parqgraph 3. This pbragraph states."Table 2.4 presents the PRGs for
direct contact exposure to arsenic in soil." The table presents the risk based concentrations .
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fordirect coht'act exposure to arsenic in'soil which are proposed as PRGs.-Please clarify. The
table does not present the PRGs for arsenic-which:are proposed for the A and B alternatives.

Response

Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 of the FS Report (Revision 2) (formerly Section 2.2.2) identify the
proposed arsenic PRGs. Table 2.2 presents the proposed PRGs for arsenic consistent with the -
Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria. Table 2.4 presents.the.
“proposed PRGs for arsenic consistent with the RBC approach.. The arsenic PRGs assoaated with
each mdwndual Soil Remedial Alternative are further discussed in Section 4.1. :

- U.S. -EIPA"Report Sp'ecific Comment #13

- Section 2.3; Page 146, Paragraph 2. RAO 1 states'_"F_’.revent human direct contact exposure to
. soil impacted with:VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, metals (except arsenic), and other inorganics in
exceedance of the Michigan Act 451, Part 201 Cleanup Criteria dnd human direct

- contact/ingestion/inhalation exposure to soil impacted with arsenic posing excess

. carcinogenic risk levels of 10 to 10%ora non-carcinogenic hazard level of 1.0." Does

- Alternatives 2B and 3B actually meet this RAO as written since it is using the iterative
approach to meet arsenic Part 201 levels and not risk based levels? EPA suggests revisi'n'g'the
" RAO tostate "Prevent human direct contact exposure to soil :mpacted with VOCs, SVOCs, .
~ PCBs, metals, and otheri morgamcs in.exceedance of the PRGs." ’

- Response

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified for RAO 1 as requested.

- U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #14 - '

" Section 2.3, Page 146, Paragraph 2. RAO 8 states "Restore groundwater impacted with metals
at concentrations above the Michigan Act 451, Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup Criteria
to beneficial use.” . This should be changed to "Restore groundwater impacted with metals at
' concentrations above the PRGs to beneficial use.” Depending on what groundwater remedy :
is selécted, the PRGs for this RAO could be MCLs instead of Michigan Part 201 CIeanup
Criteria. :
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Response

The FS RepOrt- (Revision 2) has been modified for RAO 8 as r_équested".

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #15

Section 3.2.1, Page 150, Paragraph 0. One of the assumptions in calculating excavation

~_.amounts is "Areas and volumes for multiple sample locations within a reasonably close

~ proximity to one another at equivalent elevations, with comparable analytical results for

COCs and with reIated operatlonal history, were identified as a larger area under the

. assumption that the surroundmg area was lmpacted at similar levels:as those exhibited at
single sample points." How are you going to. prove that this assumptlon is-accurate and that

_ _ significant contamination is not leftin between these areas? For example, in Figure 3.3, how
do you know that there is not significant contamination between SB-140 and SB-137? Will
this be conducted in the pre-design investigation (PDI)?

Response

In- sutu sonl sampllng will be conducted durlng the PDI to delineate the vertical and horlzontal
~ extent of the soils above the PRGs.

- U.S. EPA Report.Specific-Comment #16

Section 3.2.2, Page 153, 'Parag'ra'ph'z This paragraph states that the monitoring wells that
. are considered as potential points of compliance to further assess the future migrationof

" metals in groundwater relative to the Part 201 DWC are MW- 21$/D MW-9, MW-20, MW-14,
MW-13, and MW-125/D. ‘This statement may be correct _for compllance with Part 201
requ:rements for meeting groundwater criteria for MDEQ, however according to the Natlonal
Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), d potential drinking water
aquifer would need to be restored to benef:cral use throughout the site (compliance with

. MCLs). With RAO 8, restoration IS throughout the site and therefore all wells would be
:cons:dered compllance pomts : :
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Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal

and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the -
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA. :

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #17

Section 3.2.2, Page 154, Paragraphs 4 and 5. See Appendix C comments regarding
background and revise text in section accordingly.

Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implemehfation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not-applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #18

Section 4.1.2, Page 161, Paragraph 1. Add/edit the following bullets as marked and bolded:

» Designation of an area for use as a raised bed community garden for residential
properties and restrictive covenant prohibiting gardens in other areas.

 Implementation of a deed restrictions requiring maintenance of caps for areas of
contamination remaining in place > 1 mg/kg and < 10 mg/kg for high occupancy areas;if

Worldwide Engineering, Environmental, Construction, and IT Services



: oouasi'oeA-Rovens
- & ASSOCIATES -

August7,2014. .. | Reference No. 056394
_ - - -29-

. lnstallat:on of permanent markers on the property ldentlfylng depth to which d:ggmg is
prohlblted Enroll property in state wide utlllty location program to identify areas where
dlggmg is proh:blted

. Response :

The FS Report (R‘e’visionAZ) has b_een revised as presented below.

Y ) : De5|gnat|on of an area for use as a raised bed communlty garden for re5|dent|a| propertles
and restrlctlve covenant proh|b|t|ng gardensin other areas

.. Implementatlon of deed restrlctlons requiring maintenance. of caps for areas of PCB
contamination remamlng in place >1 mg/kg and < 10 mg/kg for high occupancy areas, if
applicable based on the PRGs (i.e.; 1 mg/kg or risk-based criteria):

e Installation of permanent markers on the property identifying depth to Wthh dlgglng is
.prohlblted as. appllcable Enroli property in state-wide utlllty location program to |dent|fy
© areas where dlgglng if prohlblted as applicable.

- U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #19

~ Section 4.1.2, Page 159, Paragraph 5. This lists the Alternative 2. series titles. Is Alternative 2A
: meetlng Part 201 Generic. Criteria for. Res:dentlal or both Residential and Non-Residential?
Does AIternatlve 2Cand 2D meet Part 201 Generic Crlterla? Be cons:stent and clear. Also,
'clanfy for the 3-serles aIternatlves in Section 4 1.3. '

: Resgonse '

B Sectlons 4.1.2and 4.1.3in the FS Report (Revision 2) have been revised to clarify and specify
"Part 201 Generlc Resndentlal and Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria," as appropriate. The PRGs
-for Soil Remedial Alternatlve 2-Series and 3-Series have been. cIarlfled throughout the text, are
I|sted in Tables 2. 2 through 2. 5, and are as-follows:
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e Soil Remedial Alternative 2 — Excavation, Consolidation, Capping, and Off-Site Disposal

- Soil Remed|al Alternative 2A to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup Critéria and

the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Cleanup Level for Bulk Polychlorlnated Biphenyl .
(PCB) Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas (Without Further Restrqctlons)
Soil Remedial Alternative 2B to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential

.Cleanup Criteria with Iterative Appfoach for Arsenic and PCB Residential and

Commercial Risk-Based Criteria .
Soil Remedial Alternatlve 2C to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non- ReS|dent|aI
Cleanup Criteria, 10° >Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Approach, and PCB Re5|dent|al

~ and Commercial Risk-Based Criteria

Soil Remedial Alternative 2D to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential
Cleanup.Criteria, 10°® Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Abproach, and the TSCA
Cleanup Level for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas (Without
Further Rést'rictiéns for Residential Areas and With Further Restrictions for

Non- Re5|dent|al Areas)

‘. .Soul Remedial Alternatlve 3 — Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

Soil Remedial Alternative 3A to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup Crlterla and
the TSCA Cleanup Level for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in ngh Occupancy Areas
(Without Further Restrictions)

Soil Remedial Alternative 3B to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential
Cleanup Criteria with Iterative Approach for Arsenic, and PCB Residential and

. Commercial Risk-Based Criteria _
‘Soil Remedial Alternatlve 3C to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non- Residential
. Cleanup Criteria, 10°° 5Risk Level for Arsenlc with Iterative Approach, and PCB Re5|dent|al

and Commercial Risk-Based Criteria

Soil Remedial Alternatlve 3D to Meet Part 201 Generlc Resudentlal and Non-Residential
Cleanup Criteria, 10" Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Approach, and the TSCA - .
Cleanup Level for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas (Wlthout '
Further Restrictions:for Residential Areas and With Further Restrlctlons for
Non-Residential Areas)

' U.S. I;PA.Report'Specific Comment #20

Sectlon 4 1.2, page 160, Paragraph 0. This paragraph discusses all of the Alternative 2-series

and states "Section 3.2.1 presents a summary of general approaches utilized when developlng
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: the.canceptual excavation aréas, specific details regarding excavation areas are presented in

Appendix D." Appendlx D does not contain details for AIternatrves 2A and 2D since they were
~ eliminated. Please cIarrfy

" Response -

‘See Resp’on_Se-to-U.S. EPA.Report General Comment #13,

U S. EPA Report Speaflc Comment #21

_ Sectlon 4. 1 2 page 160 Paragraph 0. This paragraph states "The cap erI be constructed in
‘accordance with the. requirements of Michigan Act 451, Part 115." Is there a.Federal
: Regulatlon/ARAR that it also needs to be constructed in accordance. with? If so please list and
include in the ARAR table

Response

. There s no Federal Regulation/ARAR governing the relocation/cansolidation of impacted
materials and construction of the cap under the Soil Remedial Alternative 2-Series.

U.’S..EPA'-Repor'tf'Specific Comment #22

' Section 4. 1 2 and 4.1.3, Page 160 and 163. Both sections state that "A pre-desrgn
mvestrgatron would be completed to evaluate the vertical and horizontalextent of impacts
identified in soil during the RI." In the FS, CRA states that it will evaluate the vertical and
horizontal .extent of impacts, yet in Appendix D, it only discusses the horizontal extent and
states that the vertical extent has been established. Please clarify. Verification sampling
should be conducted. in the vertical extent as well. Is it a reasonable assumption that the
results fro_m the PDI will not cause a significant increase in the cost of the selected remedy?

Respanse

Volumes: calculated for the excavations assumed the vertical extent of the impacted soils had
been established. ; Excavatlons were extended 1-foot below.the deepest PRG exceedance at the
_ sample Iocatlons for the purposes of developlng the cost estimates presented in Appendix C in
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a consistent and conservative manner. During the PDI activities, samples will be collected to
delineate the horizontal and vertical extent of impact in soils above the PRGs.

As discussed in the Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #2, verification samplirig will
be conducted following applicable guidelines.

The excavation areas were determined using available analytical data and assuming the sample .
locations within a reasonably close proximity to one another at equivalent elevations, with '
comparable analytical results for COCs and with related operational history, were impacted at
similar levels as those exhibited at single sample points. Based on the above described

- ‘approach for estimating the areal and vertical extent of the contamination requiring.excavation

. using available information, it is not anticipated that the results from the PDI will cause a

Significant increase (i.e., greater than the 20 percent accuracy required for an FS) inthe cost of
the selected remedy; however; the full extent of contamlnatlon cannot be determined until the
PDI is completed. -

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #23

Section 4.1.2, page 161, Last paragraph: This paragraph states “Based on the future.
résidential use of the Site under this scenario, excavation of materials exceeding the .;
_appropriate PRGs will be conducted. The estimated volume of materials to be removed
. during this option ranges from 20,177 to 51,370 cubic yards." Are the 2 series alternatives .
. based on residential and non-residential or just residential? Please clarify. Also, the
. estimated excavation of cubic yards should be broken out'based on each alternative. The
~‘estimated volume of materials needed for the cap on each alternative should also be;
provided. The distinction between each alternative should be apparent (i.e., ‘the dlfferences
~ between excavation volume, materials for cap, PRGs,; cost, etc.).

Response

See Response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #19 regarding the proposed PRGs by Soil
Remedial Alternative.

The estimated volume of materials excavated and disposed off-Site, or consolidated and
-capped on Site, along with additional details dlfferentiating between the alternatlves are
_presented in Table 4.1.
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' U S. EPA Report Specuf’ ic Comment #24

Section 4. 1 2 Page 162, Paragraph 0. The paragraph states "Consolidation and capping under
Remedial Alternatlves 2A and 2D will not meet the Part 201 ARAR and therefore, were not .
Ilncluded in the cost estimates or notes, as it is not a viable alternative.” Why and how do
Alternatives 2A and 2D.not meet Part 201 ARAR requirements?- Explaln 'No cost estimates or
details were provided. According to Section 5.2.2, all the 2-series alternatives meet the
ARARs. Also, If it can be demonstrated that Alternatives 2A and 2D do not meet Part 201
ARARs, the text should discuss whether this would also be true for Alternatives 3A and 3D.

~ Response

See Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #13.

U. S EPA Report Specuf’ ic Comment #25

)

Section 4. 1 3, Page 164 Paragraph 1. Add/edlt the followmg buIIets as marked and bolded

. Designation of an area for use as a raised bed community garden for residential
: properties and restrictive covenant prohibiting gardens in other areas.

o Implementatlon of & deed restrictions requmng maintenance of caps for areas of
" contamination remalning in pIace >1 mg/kg and < 10 mg/kg for high occupancy areas; if _

applieable.
‘. Installatlon of permanent markers on the property identifying depth to which. digglng is

' prohiblted Enroll property in state wrde utlhty location program-to ldentify areas where
' dlggrng is prohiblted : : _

Resgonse W

| See Response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #18.
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_U.S. E_PA Report Specific Comment #26

Section 4.1. 3, page 163, Paragraph 0 The paragraph states "Soil Remedial. Alternative 3D
-would include the rmplementatron of the excavation and off-Site removal of materials

_ rmpacted wrth VOCs, S VOCs, and PCBs, and the excavatron, consolldatlon and capping, and
off-Site dlsposal of materials impacted with metals above the 10°° risk level an iterative
approach for arsenic remedlatlon The 3-series alternatives do not contain consolldatlon and
capping. PIease revise. ' :

- ResgonSe'

Section 4.1.3 has been modified to remove the reference to consolidation and capping related
to Soil Remedial Alternative 3D. :

' U._S. EPA Report Specific Comment #27

Section 4.1.3, page 164, Last Paragraph. The paragraph states "The estimated vqume of
materials to be removed during this option is 20,177 to 51,370 cubic yards." The estrmated
excavation of cubic yards should be broken.out based on edch alternative. Consider using-a
summary table to show each alternative and the estimated excavation volumes.

Response

- The estimated volume of materials excavated for each alternative, by redevelopment area, is
‘presented in Table 3.2. :

| U. S EPA Report Specific Comment #28

. Sectron 4.1.5, Page 165, Paragraph 5. The paragraph states "Restrlctron of off- Srte

groundwater use, including the uppermost, unconfined, water table aquifer that has been
identified to have metals present above the PRGs, through the rmplementatlon of adeed
restriction of local ordinance.” What off-site properties will Weyerhaeuser be obtammg a
deed restriction on’ will Weyerhaeuser actually be able to obtain that restriction.on prlvate
property? There are no off-site wells that demonstrate off-site contamination ¢coming from
the site. How will this be demonstrated? -
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RESEOI’ISG .

Based on dlscussmns wnth the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revnsmn 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatlves Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and |mp|ementat|on of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined.to be necessary based on the
results of the addltlonal groundwater evaluation. . As such this.comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA.

u.'s. EPA 'Reg'ort'SQe'cific-Comment #29

: Sectlon 4. 1 5, Page 165; Paragraph 5. The paragraph states "lmplementatron ofa restnctlve
. covenant for contammatlon remammg in place above ‘Part 201 [Generic Residential Cleanup
Criteria] GRCC. pursuantto. MCL 324.20120b, if applicable.” What is the restrictive covenant?
. How: does the restrictive covenant pertain to groundwater’

Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil altérnatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and |mplementatlon of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at -
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA. -

U.S. EPA Report Specmc Comment #30

Sectlon 4 1 5 Page 165 Paragragh 7. The paragraph states "The Instltutlonal Controls
alternative for groundwater would be used to achieve the fo_I_Iowmg RAOs: RAO 2-Prevent the
potential for leaching of contaminants.from soil to groundwater and ultimately migrating to
surface water at concentrations above the Mrchrgan Act 451, Part 201 Cleanup Criteria for
VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, metals; and other i inorganics... . While the implementation of
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Groundwater Remedial Alternative 2 in and of itself will not address RAO 2 through the
~ prevention of leaching of contaminants from soil to groundwater, exceedances of soil criteria
| protective of the groundwater pathway, such as.the DWPC and GSIPC, relate to the
groundwater and will be addressed at the point of compliance in groundwater through the :
proposed controls and monitoring program.” It is unclear as to liow ICs or the descnptlon '
above will achreve this RAO. The description above sounds like the RAO will not be'met, but -
that groundwater will be evaluated at the compliance point. Pledse clarify how evaluatlng
groundwater criteria at the compllance pomt will in fact achieve.this RAO. ' :

: Resgonse

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address

" only soil and soil alternatlves Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal -

and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,

g_roundwater-Wi_II be addressed in a:FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the

results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comme'nt'is not applicable at

" this'time, as it relates to-groundwater and will’ be addressed if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA. :

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #31

Section 4. 1 5, Page 166, Paragraph 5. See Appendix C for comments on’ "background"
concentratlons and revise thls section accordingly.

' Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address -
onIy soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submlttal

" and |mplementat|on of an Interlm Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,

_ groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determlned to-be ne_cessary based on the
- results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater.and W|II be addressed if necessary, inaFS Addendum

. submltted to U.S. EPA.
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #32

Section 4.1.5, Page 166, Paragraph 6. The FS text states "Groundwater Remedial Alternative
2 will address RAO 8 because the impacted groundwater is located at a depth which is
prohibited by Michigan Public Health law for use as a drinking water source (i.e., drinking
water wells at de_pt_hs shallower than 25 feet bgs is prohibited) and potable water is supplied
in the vicinity of the Site by a municipal source. Additionally, beneficial use of the property
can still occur through redevelopment independent of the shallow impacts to groundwater
because of the aforementioned reasons.” Include the exact citation for the law that you are
referring. Michigan Water Well Construction and Pump Installation Code (Part 127, Act 368,
PA 1978 and Administrative Rules) R. 325.1632(3) refers to a well casing shall extend not less
than 25 feet bgs. The FS should be clear on the language that the law states. According to
the regulation, a well casing can be permitted to be installed less than 25 feet bgs if potable
water is known to exist in that area. This reference does not address RAO 8 as stated in the
FS.

Response . . _ ,

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives.” Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results. of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA.. - :

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #33

Section 4.2.3, Page 168, Paragraph 1. This section should reference the cost summary tables.

Response

Section 4.2.3 has been revised to include a refererice to the cost summary tables presented in
Appendix C. ‘ .
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #34

' Section 5. 2 UIndividual Analysis of Alternatives",-Page 170. The detailed analysis of .
alternatives should _follow the EPA RI/FS gu:dance (See General Comment 12).  Per Sectlon _
6.2.4 of the RI/FS guidance, forthe presentation of individual alternatives: "The alternatlve '
~ description should provide data on technology components (use of innovative technologles
should be identified), quantities of hazardous materials handled, time required for
implementation, process sizing, lmplementatlon requirements, and assumptions.” For.
example, for the 2:series alternatives, the estimated dimensions or area of the cappeH area .
was not included, and for the groundwater alternative 2, the timeframe for implementation -
. was not included. Please address each criteria thoroughly and for each alternative.: If "
assumptions have been made, then state them. :

Response

_ The individual analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been
revised to include additional discussion regarding the overall protection of human health and -

~ the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence, short-term

effectiveness, implementability, and cost consistent with Section 6.2.4 of the Guidance for ..

Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as

appllcable to Site and alternatlve conditions.

U.s. EPA Report Specific Comment #35 -

Section 5.2, "Individual Analysis of Alternatives", Page 170. This section demonstrates that
the only difference between the 2-series alternatives is cost, though volumes and cappmg of
excavated material should vary per alternative. This should be discussed.

. Response

Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been revised to include additional discussion regarding the
variability in volumes of materials excavated, materials consolidated and capped, and materlals )
|mported relatlve to the different proposed PRGs -

'_I'able 4.1 includes |nformat|on regarding the difference in excavation volumes, cdns'o]idated
~ soils, and the imported materials utilized for capping activities in the Soil Remedial Alternative

Lo
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- 2-Series. Addltlonally, Table-4. 1 mcludes comparable mformatlon on.the Soil Remedial
Alternatlve 3 Series optlons ‘

U S EPA Report Speaflc Comment #36

Sectlon 5:2.2 and 5. 2 3 Paqes 171-178. These sectlons mentlon ICs and engineering controls
'_‘(ECs) but. do.not descrlbe what these are. Please list all ICs. .and. ECs orreference the table or
section lf the table/sectlon is. mclus:ve -of alI ICs and ECs for the. each alternative.

"Re'sponSe
Sections’5.2.2- and 5.2.3 have been.revised to include additional discussion regarding the

proposed ICs and ECs for each soil remedlal alternative, along with a. reference to the proposed
IC-and EC relatlonshlp matrlx tables : :

- U S EPA Report Speaflc Comment #37

Sections 5 2.2 and 5 2. 3 "Exposure Pathway Objectlves ¥ Pages 172 and.176: AIternatlves 2A
- 2B, 3A, and 3B are: addressed by Part 201.versus.a site-based arsenic. rlsk concentratlon No
K lnhalatlon or lngestlon exposure ‘with other COCs except arsenic?. If direct contact lncludes '
lngestlon, dermaI contact and amblent air, state that and be cons:stent throughout report

' Response: :

: The Part 201 Generlc Re5|dent|al and Non- ReSIdentlal Cleanup Crlterla were developed taking
" ingestion,. dermal contact and amblent air inhalation into account durmg pathway evaluation.
Sections 5:2. 2 and 5. 2.3 have been revnsed to prowde additional cIar|f|cat|on onthe -
development and appllcatlon of the Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential; Cleanup
'_ Crlterla :

ufs. EPA Report speciﬁ'c""Com'ment #38

Section 5. 2 5 "Groundwater Remedlal Alternatlve 2- Instltutlonal Controls" Page 179. This
section should lnclude an estlmated timeframe to achieve compllance )
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Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the ES Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and lmplementatlon of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addreéssed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the .
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not appllcable at

. this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed; if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #39

* Section 5.3, "Comparative Analysis of Alternatives", Page 180. See EPA's RI/FS guidance. The
© purpose of this comparative analysis is to identify the advantages and disadvantages of each
alternative relative to one another so that the key tradeoffs the decision maker must, balance
can be identified. This section lacks a comparison of alternatives against each other. It o
' should not just re-state what was in the previous section, but should compare the alternatives
“against each other with each criterion. The A, B, C, and D parts of the 2-series and 3-series

alternatives are not even mentioned in this section and should be discussed.

Response -

The comparatwe analysis of the soil-alternatives presented in Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and.5.3 have
“been revised to include-additional discussion regarding the overall protectlon of human health
and the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence,
' short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost consistent with the Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and- FEGSIbI/Ity Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988) as
applicable to Site and alternative conditions.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #40

‘Section 5. 3 1, "Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment", Page 180.
Exposure Pathway RAOs, Containment RAOs, and Restoratlon RAOs ‘Which RAOs go with
which? Be specific on which RAO you are referring to. Need to discuss the degree to.which.
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RAOs are met, adequacy, permanence, and reliability of source containment or removal

actions, time frame to achieve protection, compliance with Human Health risk-based PRGs,

and degree of rellance on ICs to manage potentlal risks. Which alternative is most pratectlve,

least protective, or equally protective? Discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the

alternatives against each other. It is not clear as to the dlsadvantages or advantages of each

alternative. The section has demonstrated thatA, B, C,and D aIternatlves of both the 2-series
~ and 3-series are virtually the same See RI/FS Gu:dance

_ Resgdnse

The comparative analysis. of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.1 has been revised to
include additional discussion regardlng the overall protection of human health and the
‘environment consistent with the Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and
Feas:blllty Studles under CERCLA (U. S EPA, 1988), as appllcable to Site and alternative .
conditions.

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #41

Section 5.3.2, "Compliance with ARARs", Page 181. This section states "The Soil Remedial

Alternative 2 and 3-Series, with the exception of Soil Remedial Alternative 2D, which would

require consolidation of impacted materials above the Part 201 Cleanup Criteria and; .

- therefore, would not meet the unrestricted requlrement comply with. ARARs identified in

Table 2.1." Don't all the 2-series alternatives require consolidation of impacted materials
above the Part 201 Criteria, hence the cap? What unrestricted requirement is this referring

to? The conceptual area for consolidation of soil has an engmeermg control, correct? The

section also states "The Groundwater Remedial Alternative 2 complles with ARARs ldent:fled
in Table 2.1." Does it comply with all the ARARs or just certain groundwater ones’ How? It

' should be spec:flc as to which ARARs it complies with. '

. Response

The comparatlve analysis of the soil alternatlves presented in Section 5.2.3 has been revised to
_ include additional discussion regardlng the compllance with ARARs consistent with the '
-.Guidance for Conducting Remed/a/ Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA

(U.S: EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative conditions.
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #42 e

Section 5.3.3, "Long-Term Effet:tivéhéss and Permanence”, Pagé 181. This section states "The
- long-term effectiveness of the containment and removal components of all of the alternatives -
" is easily monitored." There is no containment system in the 3-series Alternatives or
groundwater alternatlves This section should compare the difference between the
: alternatlves (i.e., on-site vs. off-site). o : '

Resgonse

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.3 has beeén revised to
include additional discussion regarding the long-term effectiveness and permanence con5|stent

~ with the Guidance for Conducting Remed/a/ Investigations and Feas:blllty Studies under CERCLA
'(U S. EPA, 1988) as applicable to Site and alternative conditions. .

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #43

-Sectlon 5.3.5, "Short-term Effectlveness " Page 182.. This section does not discuss the .
' d:fference between the on-s:te and off-s:te alternatives. For instance, a cap on-site may
. affect constructlon workers differently than off-site. Off site alternatives may have more
" trucks gomg through the community. This will also vary ‘between the A, B C, and D -
alternatives. The aIternatlves need to be compared S

'R’esgbnse L _ : o o ,

~The comparative analysus of the sml alternatives presented in Sectlon 5.3.5 has:been rewsed to.
include additional discussion regarding the short-term effectiveness consistent with the
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA o
(U S. EPA 1988) as applicable to Site and alternative condltlons '

US EPA Report Specific Comment #44 - -

Sectlon 5.3.6, "Implementability”, Page 183 ‘At least twice "thlS alternative" is- 'r'eferfed'to,
however it is not clear as to which alternative is "this alternative". Is it all of the 2-series and
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3-series alternatives orone in particular? This section should be comparing the alternatives
agamst each other. One would think the technical feasibility, administrative feasibility,
\avallablllty of labor and materials may vary for each alternatlve and especially comparing the
' 2-series and.3-series aIternatlves against each other.: Yet this section discusses the asbestos
abatement, removal of. equipment, shoring, etc. which is the same for the entire 2-series.and
3-series alternatlves This should be discussed- under implementability of each mdlwdual
' alternatlve since in the comparison they would have the same issues. :

Response

The comparative anaIyS|s of the soil alternatives presented in Sectlon 5.3.6 has been revused to
prowde additional clarlflcatlon on the alternative being compared and include additional
dlscussmn regardmg |mplementablllty consistent with the Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA,; 1988) as applicable to Site and

' alternatlve conditions.

U.S. _EPA Report SpeCific Comment #45

Section 5.3.7, "Cost" Page 183. How do the costs compare? Which alternative is most costly
or least costly and why? A discussion is needed. ,

Response :

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.7 has been revised to
include additional discussion regarding cost comparison of the soil remedial alternatives '
consistent with the Guidadnce for Conducting Remedial Investigations and. Feasibility Studies.
under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative conditions. A summary
comparlng the costs by Soil Remedial Alternative is presented.in Table 5.1.

U.S. EPA Report Sgecuflc Comment #46

_ Sectlon 5, 4 "Summary Page 184. Thls_ section is the summary and conclusions for the . -
._alternatives yet it lacks an actual summary. This section should summadrize the results of the
detailed and comparative analysis that was performed with the criteria.
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_Resgonse

Section 5.4 has been rewsed to include additional discussion regarding cost comparison ofithe
soil remedial alternatives consistent with the Gu:dance for Conducting Remedlal Investlgat/ons
~and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U. S. EPA 1988), as apphcable to Site'and alternative
B condltuons

U-.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #47

- Figure 1.2. "Th_is figure has'too much information on one figure and is difficult to read. -
" Recommend separating into three separate figures: 1) Original-Figure 1.2 from the Draft FS
. showing property layout by redevelopment area, 2) Figure with "Areas," and 3) Figure with
. _sample locations in each redevelopment area. In current Figure 1.2, Area 3A is not labeled or
: mlssmg from the ﬂgure and should be included.

Resgonse i

Figure 1.2 has-been separated into four figures to illustrate the Mill Property Layout  ; °
-(Figure 1.2), Historical Operational Areas (i.e., Area 1, Area 2, etc.)(Figure 1.3), Redévelbpment
Areas (i.e., Re5|dent|al Areal, Commercnal Area 2, etc.)(Figure 1.4), and Sample Locations
(Figure 1.9). Figure 1 3, which identifies the Historical Operational Areas has been modified to |
include Area 3A.

- U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #48
' Figure 3.7. The title should read "2A AND 3A TO" and not "2A AND 31TO0." .
o Eespbnse

E Figure 3.7 (currently Flgure 3.8), has been modified to address the above comment in the FS
'Report (Rewsuon 2) '
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- U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #49

Tdble 2.1, ’_’Summ'ary ofARARs ". The following should be adjusted in this table:

Toxic Substances Control Act: 40 CFR 761.61: Add the following to the Comments:."40 CFR
761.61 (a)(8) requrres deed restrictions requiring maintenance of caps for high occupancy
areas with remaining contamination between 1-10 mg/kg. 40 CFR 761.61(a)(7) includes the
cap requirements for hlgh occupancy areas with contamination remaining between 1-10

| mg/kg

Safe Drinking: Water Act Add the following to the comments: MCLs (or Part 201 Drinking
~ water criteria where more strlngent or site-specific background where hrgher) are consrdered
to be PRGs for groundwater

Michigan Act 451, Part 201: Add the following: Description: Part 201 requires evaluation-of
the cumulative risk and the cumulative risk may not exceed a carcinogenic risk of 10° or a

~ hazard index of 1. ARAR: Comment: The cumulative risk at each site area may not exceed a
carcinogenic risk of 10° or a hazard index of 1.

MCL 324.20120e: -Description: Requires that a response action demonstrate. compliance with
groundwater/surface water requirements for groundwater venting to surface water; ARAR
Comments: For example, MW-7 appears to be a local groundwater discharge to the
Kalamazoo River on an intermittent basis. Comphance with part 201 GSI requrrements will be
conflrmed through momtormg ‘ : :

- Mrchrgan Act 451, Part 31 MCL 324. 3109b Please edit as follows: lden-trfres—defim#an—of
‘completion-of-Part-31-remedial-actions—"States that remedial actions that satisfy Part 201

satisfy this section."

Response

,Based on discussions Wlth the U S. EPA, the FS Report (Revusnon 2) has been modified to-address
only soil and soil alternatlves Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
_ groundWate‘r will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on'the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at’
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
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- submitted to U.S. EPA. As such, references to the Safe Drinking Water Act, MCL324.20120e,.
and Michigan Act 451, Part 31, MCL324.2109b are not applicable at this time, as they relate to
groundwater, and are not included in the Summary of ARARs table. -

The Summary of ARARs table has been modified to incorporate- the above Ianguage related to

' Mlchlgan Act 451, Part 201 and 40 CFR 761.

'U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #50

Table 4.1, "Institutional Control Matrix". For each alternative please include a separate IC . .
matrix table. Include at least one line for each area e.g. Residential Area 1, Residential Area
- 2, etc. For each separate redevelopment area, identify contaminants levels that will remain
- for ea(:h area under each alternative. For each area also include buildings and other caps that
~ willremain for each area and the associated restrictions. Include restrictive covenants under
Part 201 for such restrictions. C '

In addition, please edit with bolded text as follows:
: 4"' line: - PCBs 21 ppm and < 10 ppm to be designated as capped high occupancy areas: Deed
'restnctlon consistent with capped high occupancy use as required by 40 CFR 760.61 (a)(7) and
(8) must be’ lmplemented whereby owner agrees to maintain the cap in perpetuity. ’

7 line: Identify bgs belOw which excavation and gardening would be prohibited. Include -
installation of permanent marker on the property to identify depth to which excavation and
gardening would be prohibited. Include restrictive covenant pursuant to Part 201 as the IC.

' _Response

. AnIC Matrix table has been prepared for each soil remedial alternative in the revised FS Report
(Revision 2). The IC Matrix tables have been modified to include the above mformatlon related
to restrlctlons associated with community gardens, as appropriate.
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- u;s. EPA Répdr't'spéc'if'icff c'om'm'én't #51

~Table 5. 1 The table shows that Alternatlve 3Ais "excavation and off-s:te disposalto

- res:dentlal criteria lteratlve approach though in Sectlon 4.t does not mention the- lterat:ve
- approach for 3A. Please clarlfy : -

; Resgo’nse

a Table 5.1 has been rewsed to: correct the descrlptlon of AIternatlve 3A Alternative 3A does not
“include the use the |terat|ve approach for arsenic. 3 : :

U S EPA Report Spec:flc Comment #52 :

Table 5.2.- The cost values are mlssmg m the table
..j.--.RéSQOnse: A A

- Table 5.2 has been revised to include the cost values.

U.Ss. EPA APPENDIX A REVISED DEVELOPMENT OF RISK BASED CONCENTRATIONS FOR

- -ARSENIC IN SOIL SPECIFIC COMMENTS

- Note Th|s appendlx was prewously |dent|f|ed as Appendlx B in the draft FS Report (ReV|S|on 1).

- U.S. EPA A_gpendlx A Jecmc Comment #1

o On various flgures, many Iocat:ons are not shown as, requmng excavatlon desplte
'ldentlflcatlon of these: Iocatlons w:th exceedances of arsenic 's. rlsk-based concentratlon (RBC)
- in Tables 10, 11, and 12. For the: most part, Iocatlons ln ‘this category are:within'the footpnnt
“of (1 ) ex:stmg bu:ldlngs or (2) bu:ldlngs that have been demollshed (see Figure 3. 40-

o _":Bu:ldlngs 9A, 9B, 9D, 9E; 9F; and' 23) Tables 10; 11, and 12; Flgures3 1 through 3. 40 and

reIated text: documentmg and descrlbmg areas where soil excavatlon is proposed as part.of
one or. more aIternatlves must be rendered consistent, or mcons:stenc:es ‘must be explained.
- Several. spec:fl_c_lssues that shoul_d be addressed in the notes/explanatlon include:
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Figures and text should consistently and accurately identify locations with arsenic
concentrations excgeding RBCs (listed in Tables 10, 11, and 12) that are not shown as
proposed for excavation (Figures 3.1 through 3.40). Almost allof the figures that do not
do so-(for example, Figures 3.16, 3.26, 3.36, 3.38, and 3. 40) include no notation or
explanation as to why locations listed in Tables 10, 11, and 12 are notshown as proposed
for excavation; each of these ﬁgures should include such a clear and accurate
note/explanatlon regarding this. For example, although Figure 3.40 includes such a note,
even this note, which states that all soil beneath demolished buildings (Buildings 9A, 9B,

9D, 9E; 9F, dnd 23) is assumed to remain (and, presumably not be excavated), -is-ihcbrrect.

(Note: it is unclear if the demolition of these buildings resulted in removal of building
slabs and if any remaining slabs are intended to become engineered barriers that may
require institutional controls [ICs]). Figure 3.40 also includes numerous locations listed in
Table 12 that are under Buildings 10, 11, 11A, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19, which dre not

~ proposed for _démolition. All figures should be revised as noted above to provide a clear

and accurate note/explanation as to why some soil locations are not proposed for
excavation. (Note: Section 1.2.2.2 of the FS states that the above-listed buildihgs have
been "designated as historical structures and are not anticipafed to be demolished; - _
however, will be redeveloped/renovated/reused"). Also, it is not clear why the footprint =
of a demolished building should provide-any protection from or interruption of potential
exposure to elevated arsenic concentrations in soil. The note on Figure 3.40 should be
revised to justify retaining elevated arsenic concentrations in the footprint of a '
demolished bu:ldmg The text of the FS addressing excavation alternatives must also
include, at a minimum, an acknowledgement of retaining elevated arsenic concentratlons
in soil at locations under current, demolished, or future buildings, as approprlate

Each note/explanation should consider whether any building currently covering a location

~ with arsenic concentrations exceeding an RBC has been factored into or considered as part

of the site development plan. If the currently present building overlying '_elevat_edfarsen'ic
concentrations in soil will not be part of future development and is slated for future

* demolition, protection from potential exposure provided by the currently overlying

s bu:Idlng may not be present in the future, and the note/explanatlon must address this

issue. Also, the explanation on Figure 3.40 that locations are in the footprint of .

_demolished buildings is not sufficient. If the buildings have been demolished, future
‘receptors may be exposed to elevated arsenic concentrations. ‘The explanatlon on’

Figure 3.40 must be revised accordingly.
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e Notably, some locations within existing buildings are currently proposed for excavation,
while other locations under the same building footprint are not proposed for excavation.
As an example, on.Figure 3.36, location SB-243 (under the footprint of Building 7) is. .

. proposed for excavation up to 2 feet below ground surface: Locations SB-240, SB-241, and
$B-244 (also under the footprint of Building 7) are identified as exceeding an arsenic RBC
in Table 12, but are not proposed for excavation. All notes/explanations should be
comprehens:ve and consistent.

Resgonse

~ Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 have been modified to-include a discussion related to the locations,
. based on alternat’ivé and propo"s'ed,PRG, where arsenic will remain above the proposed PRG in a
direct comparison to criteria. ‘Additionally, these sections have been modified to provide for
-further clarification on the'rationale utilized when evaluating use of current conditions as -
 potential ehgineefing controls (i.e;, 6 to 12-inch concrete basement floor slab remained in place
subsequent to the razmg of the building, backfilling-a basement area with 6 to 10 feet of fill
material to bring the area to surroundlng grade, etc.) in conjunction with ICs.

Figures 3.1 through 3.44 we're .intended, to iIIustrate the conceptual excavation areas utilized for
. the development of the cost estimates. The FS Report (Revision 2) includes tables 4.1.A, 4.1.B
and 4.1.C that provide information indicating where arsenic levels above the PRGs are present
under building slabs that will be left in place under Soil Remedial Alternatives 2B, 3B, 2C, 3C and
3D. Table 4.1 provides-the estimated amount of arsenic impacted soils above the PRGs that
would be left in-place under the building slabs per alternative. Figures 42 through 4.10 visually
identify the soil borings that would not be excavated as part of each alternative applying the
iterative approach for arsenic and utlllzmg the concrete slabs of the buildings as enginéering’
barriers. Notes on these figures include cover material over demolished building concrete

' slabs, buildings targeted for future demolltlon and historical buildings that are not planned for

: 'demolltlon etc. as. appllcable

- The inclusion of SB-243 on Figure 3.36 as a location for excavation at SB-243 was an error;
Figure 3.36 (now'3.40) has been revised accordingly. -
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-U.S. EPA Agpendix A@ecific Comment #2

" The revised FS should include a general discussion of proposed alternatives that will retam
elevated arsenic concentrations in soil assuming protection from potential future exposure to
- this.contaminated:soil because'itis beneath a building. This discussion is necessary so that -
future land use (beyond the currently proposed development) does.not unknowingly uncover
and expose elevated arsenic concentrations in soil at such locations. Also, use of existing
buildings as an engineered barrier preventing or interrupting potential exposure to
contaminated soils will require implementation of ICs, which the FS must address.

Response

Sections4.1.2-and 4.1.3 have been modified to-include a discussion related to the locations,

. based on alternative and proposed PRG,where arsenic will remain above the proposed PRG in a
direct comparlson to criteria. Table 4.1’ includes an estlmated volume of arsenic impacted soils -
above the PRGs that would remain under the building slabs.. Tables4.1.A,4.1.B and 4.1.C list
the boring locations within the buildings where the impacted soils would be left in place for
‘each applicable alternative. Soil Remedial Alternative 3A includes excavation efforts under the

- concrete slabs. See'Response to U.S. EPA Appendlx A Specific Comment #1 related to figures.
deplctlng these locations. : :

Se_ctions 4.1.2 and 4.1:3 have been modified to include a discussion on the use of engineered
barriers meeting Part 201 requirements as an engineering control through the use of an IC. -

" U.S. EPA APPENDIX B - REVISED ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT COMMENTS

Note This appendlx was prevuously |dent|f|ed as Appendlx Cin the draft FS Report (Revnsnon 1)

U.S. EPA Ap_pen'dix B Response to EPA Comments

U.S. EPA Appendix B Response to EPA Comment #1

Response to EPA. Su:lflc Comment No. 5. Appendix C, Section 6. The original comment noted
- ‘that the tox:c:ty reference values ( TRV) to be used in the risk assessment had been proposed
_and approved prewously, and should be applied without modlflcatlon Otherw:se, it would
appear as if one is " 'shopping" for toxicity values. Also, as stated in the comment, dlscusswn ;

Worldwide Engineering, _Erivitonmehtal, Construptioﬁ,‘ and IT Services



CXNNESTCKEAJ“SVERS
& ASSOCIATES

August 7, 2014 Reference No. 056394
-51-

of the TRVs and their conservatlveness should be part of the uncertamty section, and should
not be used to calculate the fir nal PRG. Therefore, the orlgmal comment should be addressed
as requested

The final conclusions of the risk assessment should present a weight of evidence discussion
that takes into acfcouht'all information available on whether the site poses significant risk to
the ecological community at the site. This discussion _should.take into account the
- conservative nature of the calculations, risks identified by using either the no observed
adverse effect level (NOAEL) or the lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL) TRV, quality
of the habitat present, and likely development of the site into a significant ecological habitat
" in the future - :

Response - -

.'This comment was diScu’sSed is some detail during a conference call with U.S. EPA and
TetraTech on'May 14, 2014. The primary outcome of the discussion was that TetraTech
generally agreed with the technical-approach, but was not comfortable with the order in which
the evaluation of the uncertainty and conservatism associated with the TRVs was presented.

- Another key 6utcome of the call was the recommendation. of TetraTech to give weight to
LOAELs in developing the ecological PRGs.

The SLERA has been reorganized based on the discussion during the May 14, 2014 call. The
original submittal presented the results of the conventional food chain models (Section 5.0),
calculated initial PRGs based on the Wildlife Scenario Builder and both NOAELs and LOAELs
(Section 6. 2), and then calculated final PRGs using modified TRVs for HMW PAHs and lead
(Sections 6.3 and 6.4).- The Analysis of Uncertainties was presented after calculation of the final
PRGs (Section 10).

For the revised SLERA, the results of the risk characterization using conventional food chain
models are presented in' Section 5.0, followed by the Analysis of Uncertainties in Section 6.0.
Section 6.0 includes a detailed discussion of the uncertainties and conservatism associated with
the TRVs for lead for avian wildlife. The discussion of the lead TRVs provides several lines of
evidence and rationale for not using the U.S. EPA, Region 9 LOAEL for developing PRGs.
Section 7.0°0f the revised ERA discusses the methodology and identifies the ecological PRGs.

* Unlike the original submittal in which initial and final PRGs were calculated, the revised ERA
calculates only the final ecological PRGs based on the Wildlife Scenario Builder, LOAELs (as
discussed during the May 14 call), and an alternative LOAEL for lead for avian wildlife.
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_' Section 7.0 also compares the: PRGs to 95% UCL concentratlons including the magnitude ofthe
- UCLs relatlve to the PRGs. ' - T

U.S..EPA Ap'pendix B Specific Comments

U.S. EPA Appendlx B Speuf‘ iC Comment #1

: Response to EPA Comment No. 11. Qpendlx C, Table 5.9. The arlgrnal comment requested
the full reference for "U.S.EPA Reglon 9," and.: the response noted that the table would be

modified as requested However, that requested information was not subsequently added to .

the table included in the revised report. This additional information should be added as.
- requested '

: Resgonse

Under the column for "Source," U.S. EPA, Reglon 9is’ |dent|f|ed in Note.c (U.S. EPA,
Region 9 (2009) for avian W|IdI|fe) and Note e (U.S: EPA, Region 9 (2002) for mammalian
- wildlife: The full citations for the Region 9 TRVs are provided in‘the References (see .
U.Ss. Enwronmental Protection Agency. 2002 and 2009). '

U.S. EPA APPENDIX C REVISED EVALUATION OF PART. 201 GSIC AND DWC EXCEEDANCES IN |
' GROUNDWATER COMMENTS

1

.Ti_ Note This appendlx was prewously identified as Appendix D in the draft Fs Report (ReV|S|on 1).

U.S. EPA Appendlx C General Comments

U.S. EPA Agp'endi'x C..Gen'e'ral Comment #1

" The mformatlon provided in Appendrx Cis mcomplete The text in Appendlx C refers to |
" Attachments A and B; however, Attachment Bis not prowded in the electronic verslon of the
revised FS report and neither attachment is prowded in the hard copy version of the report.
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‘Response
Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal

- and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at

this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA Apbendix C General Comment #2

The choice of background or upgradient wells is problematic, as stated in Appendix C Specific
Comment 2 below. Any comparison to or use of groundwater analytical results from these
three wells (MW-3, MW-16, and MW-17) as representative of background groundwater
conditions is highly uncertain. A distinction must be made between these wells as
hydraulically upgradient (based on groundwater elevations) and these wells as representative

. of background conditions (not potentially impacted by site contaminants). Therefore, based
on the informadtion presented in the remedial investigation and revised FS report (specifically
Appendix C), background groundwater concentrations have not been adequately established
for the site. Revision of Appendlx C thus should occur to remove the current background
groundwater-related elements.

Response

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum -
submitted to U.S. EPA. :
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U.S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comments

‘U:S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comment #1

Section 3.0, Page 2, Paragraph 2. The text states, "This concentration is well below the MDEQ
_ screeninglevel for mercury of 0. 2 microgram per liter (ug/L) for venting to groundwater
' presented in MDEQ's  policy and Procedures Number: 09 014.... ." Because the ldentlfled policy
. pertains to the groundwater/surface water interface (GSI), the sentence should be revised to
read ". ventlng to surface water [from groundwater] :

Resgonse :

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
'only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through. the submlttal
and implementation of an Interim GroundwaterWork Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA." As stich,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. -As such, this comment is not applicable at .
this time, as it relates to groundwater and wnll be addressed, if necessary, inaFS Addendum .
submltted to U. S. EPA.

U.S. EPA Appendix C Speciﬁc Comment #2

- Section 5.0, Page 4, Paragraph 2. Monitoring wells MW-3, MW-16, and MW-17 were .

~ identified as upgradient monitoring wells, prmc:pally because these wells are "considered to

be upgradient of historical operations at the Site based on groundwater flow dlrectlon

While these three wells may be hydraulically upgradient. of the main plant. bu:ldmgs and site

opeérations based on groundwater flow maps, all three of these wells are within-areas

proposed for soil exeavation (for example, see Figure 3.40). Soil near all three well locations™

has elevated concentrations of arsenic (one of the COCs identified for development of "

. background concentrations) and other metals. ‘Additionally, as stated in Appendix C, well

- MW:-3 has the. hlghest reported mercury concentration in‘'groundwater at the site, as.well as

groundwater concentrations of aluminum and lead exceeding Part 201 drlnklng water criteria

(DWC) Well MW-16 is within an area where excavation is to occur partly because of

. presence’ of elevated PCB: concentratlons Altogether, locations of all three wells w:thln areas -
- proposed for soil excavation suggests strongly that these wells may be within areas lmpacted .

by site operatlons, despite thelr locations hydrauhcally upgradient of the main plant bu:ldmgs
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~ and operationdl areas. Therefore, reliance on statistics based on constituent concentrations
in groundwater from these three wells is questionable at best. Establrshmg regional
background groundwater concentrations may require installation of off-site groundwater
wells or access to groundwater analytical results from off-site locations. obtained by others.
As noted in Appendix C General Comment.2, Appendix C in-general and Section 5.0 in -
particular should be revised to remove the current background groundwater-related
elements.

Resgonse

Based on dlscussmns wnth the u. S EPA the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modlfled to address
“only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal.
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to 'be necessary based on the

~ results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at

" this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum

- submitted to U.S. EPA.

'U.S. EPA Apgendlx C Specmc Comment #3.

Section 5. 0 Page 4 ParaLaph 2 A complete reference should be provided for the citation
"MDEQ, 2002." : -

Response-

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS. Report (Revision‘2) has been modlfled to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum
submitted to.U.S. EPA. :
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U.S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comment #4

Section 5.0, Page 5, Paragraph 1. The text introduces the procedure of subtracting-
background groundwater concentrations calculated using EPA and MDEQ methodologles
from concentrations measured at on-site groundwater wells. Use of such "net" resultsis - .
generally considered unacceptable. Receptors are potentially exposed to total groundwater
concentrations, not only that portlon found to exceed background. Srmllarly, total
groundwater concentrations and not simply site-related concentrations may dlscharge to
surface water. -Also, as stated above, calculations of "background" concentrations by useof
- results from wells very likely to have been impacted by the site are highly uncertain and

'problema_tic “Appendix C should be revised to remove the presentation, discussion, and use of
‘'such a "net" groundwater approach. (Note: the request of Figures 2a/2b of Appendrx C was

. for'conceptual purposes only to understand how the:site may be contrlbutmg to groundwater
assumlng there were "true” background locations.)

Respdnse

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the.FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal
and |mpIementat|on of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such,
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not appllcable at .
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will' be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum ..

- submitted to U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA APPENDIX D.COST ESTIMATES COMMENTS

Note: this appendix was previously identified as Appendix Ein the draft FS Report (Revision.1).

- U.S. EPA Appgndix D Cost Estimate Comment #1

- The assumptions for cost in Appendix D mention the abandonment of several monitoring
wells on-site. Some of the monitoring wells are listed as being replaced as "necessary"” and
MW-16 was listed as abandoned and not replaced. Abandonment of monitoring wells and
the. determlnatron of whether they are replaced our not would need approval by EPA. MW-16
"is located i ina contaminated area and does indicate contamination of groundwater in that
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area. If abandonment of a monitoring well is necessary for excavation, the cost estimates
should include replacement of the well. If it is justified that a monitoring well is not needed.
and can be abandoned, it should be done so in the design phase of the remedy.

Response
The cost for the replacement of MW-16 is included in the cost estimates.

The above information represents responses to U.S. EPA's April 11, 2014 comments on the
December 23, 2013 version of the FS Report (Revision 1). Should you have any questions with
regard to this letter, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,

CONESTOGA-ROVERS & ASSOCIATES

Gregory A. Carli, P. E.

GAC/JQ/ds/48/Pwil. -
Encl.

cc: Paul Bucholtz (MDEQ) —three hard copies
Jim Saric (U.S. EPA) — electronic only
Leslie Kirby-Miles (U.S. EPA) — electronic only
Erik Wilson (City of Plainwell)
Richard Gay (Weyerhaeuser)
Kim Hughes (Weyerhaeuser) — electronic only
Martin Lebo (Weyerhaeuser) — electronic only
Garret Bondy (AMEC) — electronic only
Cynthia Draper (AMEC) — electronic only
Garry Griffith (Georgia-Pacific, LLC) — electronic only
Chase Fortenberry (Georgia-Pacific, LLC) — electronic only
Jeffrey Lifka (Tetra Tech) — 1 copy
Jennifer Quigley (CRA) — electronic only
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